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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on March 7, 
2004 has been entered. 

Applicant indicated that claims 1-7, 10-18, 21-31, 34-36, 41-42, 48-60 remain for 
consideration. It is noted that claim 53 has been canceled; thus claims 1-7, 10-18, 21-31, 
34-36, 41-42, 48-52, 54-60. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 13, 22, 35, 41 and 48 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
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skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-2, 5, 1 1, 22, 28, and 31 are rejected under35 U.S.C 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Van Hoff et al (U.S. Patent 5,959,623) in view of Dialog (CMP's 
Tech Web (TM) turns unique search feature into unique ad opportunity on the World 
Wide Web; Publisher also signs on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide 
more information to its web advertisers). 

As per claiml, Van Hoff et al discloses: 

a. a server having advertisements, said server connected to said network (See 
figure 1 element 107). 

b. a client computer comprising advertising software, a display device, a 
storage device, an input device and a browser, said client computer connected to the 
network (See figure 1, element 102 and col. 2 line 63 through col. 3 line 2), said 
advertisement software controlling the presentation of a first set of information to a the 
user in as first region of said display device (i.e. an advertising window application 
"software" for displaying information on a portion of the user's display) (col. 3, lines 13- 
17), said browser controlling the presentation of a second set of information to the user 
in a second region of said display device (i.e. the bytecode interpreter executing portion 
of the display method for displaying advertisements to the user) (col. 6, lines 36-44), said 
advertising software adapted to receive an advertisement from said server, said 
advertising software adapted to include said advertisement in said first set of information 
presented to the user in said first region of said display device (col. 7, lines 10-18), and 
said advertising software adapted to function substantially independent of said browser 
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on said client computer (col. 6, lines 20+). It is noted that in Van Hoff, all the browser 
does is launch the ad window application. Once launched, bytecode interpreter 1 14 is 
invoked to take over the execution of the ad window application (col. 6, lines 20+) as a 
separate thread in a multi-tasking operating system. The functioning of the program does 
not start until executed, at that point the browser does not have anything with the ad 
window application, its interpreter 1 14 operating it as a separate thread. As a result it 
functions substantially independent of the browser in the browser area. 

Van Hoff et al discloses all of the limitations above but fails to disclose . . . 
selected based on an analysis of at least one page. ... Dialog in the same of endeavor, 
discloses the concept of displaying an advertisement to a user based on analysis of a 
page. Note page 1 of Dialog. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art. to modify the disclosures of VanHoff et al to include the page analysis of Dialog. 
A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such a 
modification in order to better targeted advertisements to the user. 

As per claims 2 and 28, Van Hoff et al further disclose wherein the a media clip 
related to the advertisement presently displayed by the advertising software to the user is 
shown on said client computer when said media clip is requested by a user (i.e. 
presenting video images of the advertisement to the user) (col. 4, lines 52-56). 

As per claims 5 and 31, Van Hoff et al further disclose displaying other 
informational topics to the user (col. 4, lines 59-65). 

As per claim 1 1 , Van Hoff et al discloses all of the limitations of claim 1 1 in the 
rejection of claim 1 above. In addition, Van Hoff et al discloses displaying a previously 
displayed advertisement at the user's request (col. 8, lines 32-35). 
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As per claim 22, Van Hoff et al discloses: 

a. loading advertisement software from a server on a client computer with a 
browser at a user's request, said software dividing the client computer screen into 
browser area and an advertising area (col. 3, lines 38-43). 

b. streaming a sequence of advertisements from said server to said client 
computer at the request of said client computer (col. 4, lines 45-51); and 

c. displaying said advertisements to the user in said advertising are while 
maintaining functionality of the browser in the browser area client computer (col. 2, line 
63 through col. 3 line 2, col. 3, lines 13-17; col. 6 lines 36-44 and col. 7 lines 10-18) (i.e. 
the bytecode interpreter executing portion of the display method for displaying 
advertisements to the user) 0, and said advertising software adapted to function 
substantially independent of said browser on said client computer (col. 6, lines 20+). It is 
noted that in Van Hoff, all the browser does is launch the ad window application. Once 
launched, bytecode interpreter 1 14 is invoked to take over the execution of the ad 
window application (col. 6, lines 20+) as a separate thread in a multi-tasking operating 
system. The functioning of the program does not start until executed, at that point the 
browser does not have anything with the ad window application, its interpreter 1 14 
operating it as a separate thread. As a result it maintains functionality of the browser in 
substantially independent of the browser in the browser are. 

Furthermore, Van Hoff et al discloses all of the limitations above but fails to 
disclose . . . selected based on an analysis of at least one page. . . . Dialog in the same of 
endeavor, discloses the concept of displaying an advertisement to a user based on 
analysis of a page. Note page 1 of Dialog. It would have been obvious to a person of 
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ordinary skill in the art to modify the disclosures of VanHoff et al to include the page 
analysis of Dialog. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
use such a modification in order to better targeted advertisements to the user. 
6. Claims 3, 35-36 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van Hoff et al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) in view of Dialog (CMP's TechWeb™ 
turns unique search feature into unique ad opportunity on the World Wide Web; 
Publisher also signs on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide more 
information to its web advertisers) and further in view of Payne et al (U.S. Patent No. 
5,715,314). 

As per claim 3, Van Hoff et al and Dialog teach the limitations of claim 3 in the 
rejection of claim 1 above. However, Van Hoff et al and Dialog do not explicitly 
disclose wherein a secure purchase transaction is effectuated through said client computer 
at the user's request. Payne et al on the other hand, disclose a network sale that allows a 
user to make a purchase transaction at a merchant "advertiser" (col. 5, lines 26-56). It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the disclosures of Van Hoff et al and Dialog by including a secure 
purchase transaction in the same conventional manner as disclosed by Payne et al. One 
having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such a modification 
because it would allow a user to purchase a desired advertised products from an 
advertiser. 

As per claim 41, claim 41 recites the same limitations as that of claim 22 except 
for the following: 
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Accepting a confidential authentication password from the user and forwarding 
pre-registered purchaser information to the sponsor provided by the presently displayed 
advertisement if the confidential authentication password provided by the user matches a 
confidential authentication password stored on said server, and generating an error 
message if said password provided by the user does not match said password stored on 
said server. Payne et al discloses an advertising network sale system which accepts 
authentication information from a buyer and the buyer's purchase information (credit 
card information), and forwards the information to a merchant/sponsor/advertiser. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify the advertising system of Hoff et al to include the buyer's 
authentication and purchase information a forward the information to a merchant in the 
same conventional manner as disclosed by Payne et al (col. 6 line 15 through col. 8 line 
2). A person having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such 
combination because it would allow the merchant to verify a buyer's information and 
sending to the buyer the desired purchased product. 

As per claims 35 and 36, claims 35 and 36 recite all the limitations of rejected 
claim 22 above except for the following: 

Accepting a secure purchase request from a user for the item offered in a 
presently displayed advertisement, and accepting purchase information from the user, 
wherein the secure purchase comprises the credit card information, said credit card 
information comprising the name of the credit card vendor, the user's name and credit 
card number, and the expiration data of the user's credit card. Payne et al discloses the 
idea of accepting a secure purchase request from a buyer (col. 3, lines 24-34), accepting 
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purchaser information from a buyer (col. 6, lines 22-26). It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the Van Hoff et aTs disclosures to include 
accepting purchase information and credit card information in the same conventional 
manner as disclosed by Payne et al. A person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to use such modification in order to allow a buyer to purchase an 
advertised product and allowing a merchant to send a product to the buyer. 
7. Claims 4, 7 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Van Hoff et al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) and Dialog (CMP's TechWeb (TM) turns 
unique search feature into unique ad opportunity on the World Wide Web; Publisher also 
signs on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide more information to its web 
advertisers), and further in view of Taylor (Creating Cobol Web Pages with HTML). 

As per claim 4, Van Hoff et al discloses the limitations of claim 4 in the rejection 
of claim 1 above. However, Van off et al and Dialog do not explicitly disclose a 
communications button for establishing communication between the user and a sales 
agent, said communications button displayed by the adverting software to the user, and 
wherein communications are established between the sales agent and the user at the 
user's request when the user selects the communications button. Taylor on the other 
hand, discloses a web page comprising of a feedback button for communicating with a 
sponsor/sale agent (See Page 219). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the advertising system of 
Van Hoff et al and Dialog to include the designed web page of Taylor. A person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such a modification in order to 
allow a merchant to earn money for products being advertised. 
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As per claims 7 and 29, Van Hoff et al discloses the limitations of claim 4 in the 
rejection of claims 1 and 22 above. However, Van off et al does not explicitly disclose an 
advertisement service homepage on said server, said home page displayed to a user at the 
request. Taylor on the other hand, discloses a web page comprising of a home page. (See 
Page 218). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the applicant's invention to modify the advertising system of Van Hoff et al to include 
a home page in the same conventional manner as taught by Taylor. A person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such a modification in order to 
create a shortcut for the user to go back to the first page. 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) in view of Dialog (CMP's TechWeb (TM) turns unique 
search feature into unique ad opportunity on the World Wide Web; Publisher also signs 
on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide more information to its web 
advertisers), and further in view of Scroggie et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,970,469). 

As per claim 6, Van Hoff et al discloses all of the limitations of 6 and 30 in the 
rejection of claim 1 above. However, Van Hoff et al do and Dialog do not explicitly 
disclose a help page and said web page is displayed to the user by said the browser when 
the user selects a help button displayed to the user by advertising software. Scroggie et al 
discloses the idea of presenting a help and home page to a user when a user browses a 
system (See figure 4 element 122 and col. 7, lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the disclosures 
of Van Hoff et al and Dialog to include a help page in the same conventional manner as 
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disclosed by Scroggie. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
use such combination in order to obtain registration information about the user. 

9. Claims 10, 34 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van Hoff et al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) in view of Barnett et al (U.S. Patent No. 

6,336,099) and further in view of Dialog (CMP's TechWeb™ turns unique search 
feature into unique ad opportunity on the World Wide Web; Publisher also signs on to 
Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide more information to its web advertisers). 

As per claims 10, 34 and 42, Van Hoff et al disclose all of the limitations of claim 
10 in the rejection of claims 1, 22 and 41 above. However, Van Hoff et al does not 
explicitly disclose an electronic coupon that may be selected by the user, wherein said 
electronic coupon is stored on said client computer. Barnett et al on the other hand, 
discloses the idea of a user selecting an electronic coupon and storing the electronic 
coupon on the user's computer (col. 7, lines 12-21 and col. 8, lines 23-33). It would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Van Hoff et al to include an electronic coupon selected buy a user and storing the 
electronic coupon on the user's computer. One having ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to so because it would provide Van Hoff et al and Dialog with the 
enhanced capability to provide incentives to the user to purchase an advertised product. 

10. Claims 13 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Van Hoff et al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) in view of Payne et al (U.S. Patent No. 
5,715,314) in view of Bixler et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,483,895) and Dialog (CMP's 
TechWeb (TM) turns unique search feature into unique ad opportunity on the World 
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Wide Web; Publisher also signs on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide 
more information to its web advertisers). 

As per claim 13, claim 13 recites the same limitations of rejected claim 1 except 
for a transaction area having a secure purchase button for effectuating a secure purchase 
transaction at the user's request. Payne et al on the other hand, discloses a network sale 
that allows a user to make a purchase transaction at a merchant "advertiser" (col. 5, lines 
26-56). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Van Hoff et al by including a secure purchase transaction 
in the same conventional manner as disclosed by Payne et al. One having ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to use such a modification because it would allow a 
user to purchase desired advertised products from an advertiser. 

Further, the combination of Van Hoff et al and Payne et al does not explicitly 
disclose "a control area having a pause button, a step back button, and a step forward 
button by which the presentation of advertisements to the user is controlled by the user". 
However, Bixler et al discloses the idea of skipping, back-warding and pausing the 
display of advertisements (col. 2, lines 19-23). It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the teachings of VanHoff et 
al by including back-warding and pausing a displayed advertisement in the same 
conventional manner as disclosed by Bixler et al. One having ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to use such combination in order to allow a user to 
manipulate playback of advertisements. 

Furthermore, the combination of Van Hoff et al and Dialog discloses all of the 
limitations above but fails to disclose . . . selected based on an analysis of at least one 
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page. ... Dialog in the same of endeavor, discloses the concept of displaying an 
advertisement to a user based on analysis of a page. Note page 1 of Dialog. It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the disclosures of 
VanHoff et al to include the page analysis of Dialog. A person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to use such a modification in order to better targeted 
advertisements to the user. 

As per claim 18, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Payne et al and Bixler et al 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 18 in the rejection of claim 13 above. In addition, 
Van Hoff discloses displaying other informational topics to the user (col. 4, lines 59-65). 
1 1 . Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) in view of Dialog (CMP's TechWeb (TM) turns unique 
search feature into unique ad opportunity on the World Wide Web; Publisher also signs 
on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide more information to its web 
advertisers) and further in view of Payne et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,715,314). 

As per claim 26, the limitations of claim 26 have been recited in the rejection of 
claim 22 above, except for a transaction area having a secure purchase button for 
effectuating a secure purchase transaction at the user's request. Payne et al on the other 
hand, discloses a network sale that allows a user to make a purchase transaction at a 
merchant "advertiser" (col. 5, lines 26-56). It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the disclosures of 
Van Hoff et al and Dialog to include the teachings of Payne et al. One having ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to use such a modification because it would 
allow a user to purchase desired advertised products from a merchant/advertiser. 
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12. Claiml4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al in view of Dialog (CMP's TechWeb (TM) turns unique search feature into unique ad 
opportunity on the World Wide Web; Publisher also signs on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet 
usage service to provide more information to its web advertisers), and further in view of 
Taylor " Creating Cobol Web Pages with HTML". 

As per claim 14, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et al and Bixler 
et al discloses all of the limitations of claim 14 in the rejection of claim 13 above. 
However, neither Van Hoff et al, Dialog teaches a communications button for 
establishing communication with a sales agent at the user's request. Taylor on the other 
hand, discloses a web page comprising of a feedback button for communicating with a 
sponsor/sale agent. Not entire reference of Taylor. It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant' s invention to modify the 
system of Van Hoff et al and Dialog to include the teachings of Taylor. A person having 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such modification in order to 
allow a merchant to earn money for products being advertised. . 

13. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,959,623), in view of Dialog, in view of Payne et al (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,715,314), and further in view of Scroggie et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,970,469). 

As per claim 15, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Payne et al 
discloses all of the limitations in the rejection of claim 13 above. However, Van Hoff et 
al, Dialog and Payne et al do not explicitly disclose a help page and said web page being 
displayed to the user by said the browser when the user selects a help button displayed to 
the user by advertising software. However, Scroggie et al disclose the idea of presenting a 
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help and home page to a user when a user browses a system (See figure 4 element 122 
and col. 7, lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the disclosures of Van Hoff et al and Dialog to 
include a help page in the same conventional manner as disclosed by Scroggie. One 
having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such combination in 
order to obtain registration information about the user. 

14. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al and Dialog, Payne et al, Bixler et al, and further in view of Redford (U.S. Patent No. 
5957695). 

As per claim 16, Neither Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et al or Bixler et al 
discloses the idea of a multimedia button. Redford in the same field of endeavor discloses 
the idea of using a multimedia button (col. 16, lines 14-62). It would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the disclosure of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, and Payne et al to include multimedia 
information in the same conventional manner as disclosed by Redford. One having 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use a modification to allow users to 
remotely control use of associated electronic content. 

15. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al, Dialog, Payne et al in view of Bixler and further in view of Taylor " Creating Cobol 
Web Pages with HTML" 

As per claim 17, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et al and Bixler 
et al discloses all of the limitations of claim 17 in the rejection of claim 13 above. Neither 
Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et al and Bixler discloses an advertisement service 
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homepage on said server, said home page displayed to a user at the user's request. Taylor 
on the other hand, discloses a web page comprising of a home page (See Page 218). It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the advertising system of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et 
al and Bixler to include a home page as taught by Taylor. A person having ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to use such a modification in order to create a 
shortcut for the user to go back to the first page. 

16. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al in view of Payne et al and in view of Bixler as applied to claim 13 above and further 
in view of Barnett et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,336,099). 

As per claim 21, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et al and Bixler 
discloses all of the limitations of claim 21 in the rejection of claim 13 above. However, 
neither Van Hoff et al, Payne et al or Bixler discloses an electronic coupon that may be 
selected by the user, wherein said electronic coupon is stored on said client computer, and 
said electronic coupon redeemable during a secure purchase transaction. Barnett et al on 
the other hand, discloses the idea of a user selecting an electronic coupon and storing the 
electronic coupon on the user's computer (col. 7, lines 12-21 and col. 8, lines 23-33). It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Payne et al to include an electronic 
coupon selected buy a user and storing the electronic coupon on the user's computer. One 
having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so because it would 
provide Van Hoff et al and Dialog and Payne et al with the enhanced capability to 
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provide incentives to the user to purchase an advertised product. Most coupons are 
usually redeemed during a purchase transaction. 

17. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al, in view of Payne et al, in view of Bixler et al as applied to claim 22 above and 
further in view of Taylor " Creating Cobol Web Pages with HTML". 

As per claim 27, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et al and Bixler 
et al fails to teach a communications button for establishing communication with a sales 
agent at the user's request. Taylor on the other hand, discloses a web page comprising of 
a feedback button for communicating with a sponsor/sale agent. It would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to 
modify the system of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, Payne et al and Bixler et al to include the 
teachings of Taylor. A person having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to use such modification in order to allow a merchant to earn money for products being 
advertised. 

1 8. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) in view of Dialog (CMP's TechWeb (TM) turns unique 
search feature into unique ad opportunity on the World Wide Web; Publisher also signs 
on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to provide more information to its web 
advertisers), and further in view of Scroggie et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,970,469). 

As per claim 30, Van Hoff et al and Dialog do not explicitly disclose a help page 
and said web page is displayed to the user by said the browser when the user selects a 
help button displayed to the user by advertising software. Scroggie et al discloses the idea 
of presenting a help and home page to a user when a user browses a system (See figure 4 
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element 122 and col. 7, lines 15-21). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the disclosures of Van Hoffet al and 
Dialog to include a help page in the same conventional manner as disclosed by Scroggie. 
One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such combination 
in order to obtain registration information about the user. 

19. Claim 12, 23-25, 48-49, 51-52, 54-55 and 57-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoffet al (U.S. Patent No 5,959,623) in view of 
Dialog (CMP's TechWeb (TM) turns unique search feature into unique ad opportunity on 
the World Wide Web; Publisher also signs on to Beta Test I/Pro Internet usage service to 
provide more information to its web advertisers) and further in view of Bixler et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,483,895). 

As per claims 12 and 23, Van Hoff et al and Dialog fail to explicitly disclose 
teaches the idea of pausing the display of advertisements. Bixler et al in the same field of 
endeavor, discloses the idea of pausing advertisements (col. 2, lines 19-23). It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the teachings of Van Hoff et al and Dialog by including pausing the displayed 
advertisement in the same conventional manner as disclosed by Bixler et al. One having 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such combination in order to 
allow a user to have more time to review the contents of the advertisements. 

As per claims 24-25, Van Hoff et al and Dialog fail to explicitly disclose caching 
a predetermined number of advertisements. Official Notice is taken that it is notoriously 
old and well known to catching a predetermined number of advertisement is old and well 
known in the art. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
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have modified the disclosure of Van Hoff et al and Dialog to include the well-known 
feature of caching a predetermined amount of advertisement for the motivation having of 
local access to the advertisements. In support of the Official Notice, Applicant is referred 
to col. 2, lines 21-32 and col. 6, lines 41-53 of Shaw et al U.S. Patent No. 6,199,106. 
Furthermore, Van Hoff et al and Dialog fail to explicitly disclose teaches the idea of 
pausing the display of advertisements. Bixler et al in the same field of endeavor, disclose 
the idea of pausing advertisements (col. 2, lines 19-23). It would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Van Hoff et al by 
including pausing the displayed advertisement in the same conventional manner as 
disclosed by Bixler et al. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to use such combination in order to allow a user to have more time to review the contents 
of the advertisements. 

As per claims 48-49, 54, Van Hoff et al discloses: 

a. microprocessor (See figure 1, element 105); 

b. memory that stores browser software adapted to be executed to retrieve and 
display a hypertext page from a site (col. 3, lines 33-37), and advertising software 
adapted to retrieve and display advertisement from an advertising server (i.e. an Ad 
window program for displaying advertisements to the user, a display device on which to 
display the hypertext page and the advertisement to the user (col. 3, lines 1 1-20 and col. 
4, lines 10-36). However, Hoff et al does not explicitly discloses a step forward button 
and a step back button to the user, such that the step forward button is selected by the 
user, a next advertisement in a sequence of advertisements from the advertising server is 
displayed to the user independently from the page that is displayed to the user browser 
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and when the step back button is selected by the user, a previous advertisement in the 
sequence of advertisement from the advertising server is displayed to the user 
independently from the page that is displayed to the user by the browser, and display the 
hypertext page and the advertisement to the user. Bixler on the other hand, discloses a 
user manipulating a list of advertisement by forwarding, back-warding within the ad. It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to modify the advertising system of Van Hoff et al to include back- 
warding an forwarding within the advertisement in the same conventional manner as 
disclosed by Bixler et al. A person having ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to use such modification in order allow a user to allow a user to easily access 
advertisement of interest. It is further noted in Hoff et al that in Van Hoff, all the browser 
does is launch the ad window application. Once launched, bytecode interpreter 1 14 is 
invoked to take over the execution of the ad window application (col. 6, lines 20+) as a 
separate thread in a multi-tasking operating system. The functioning of the program does 
not start until executed, at that point the browser does not have anything with the ad 
window application, its interpreter 114 operating it as a separate thread. As a result it 
functions substantially independent of the browser in the browser area. 

Further, the combination of Van Hoff et al and Dialog discloses all of the 
limitations above but fails to disclose ... an analysis . . . Dialog in the same of endeavor, 
discloses the concept of displaying an advertisement to a user based on analysis of a 
page. Note page 1 of Dialog. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the disclosures of VanHoff et al to include the page analysis of Dialog. 
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A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such a 
modification in order to better targeted advertisements to the user. 

As per claim 51, Hoff et al further discloses wherein said advertisement software 
is adapted to be executed by said CPU to display a list of topics to the user, such that 
when the user selects a topic from the list of topics, advertisements pertaining to that 
topic are received from the advertising server (col. 3, lines 13-22). 

As per claim 52, Van Hoff and Dialog fail to specifically disclose wherein a 
previously displayed advertisement is displayed to a user at the user's request. Bixler et 
al, in the same of endeavor, discloses the idea of pausing the display of advertisements 
(col. 2, lines 19-23). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the teachings of Van Hoff et al and Dialog to include 
pausing a displayed advertisement in the same conventional manner as disclosed by 
Bixler et al. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such 
combination in order to allow a user to have more time to review the contents of the 
advertisements. 

As per claim 55, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Bixler et al 
discloses the limitations of claims 55 in the rejection of claim 48 above. In addition, Van 
Hoff further discloses wherein the a media clip related to the advertisement presently 
displayed by the advertising software to the user is shown on said client computer when 
said media clip is requested by a user (i.e. presenting video images of the advertisement 
to the user) (col. 4, lines 52-56). 
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As per claims 57 and 58, Hoff et al discloses wherein the graphical interface 
through which the user purchases a product is displayed to the user by the software and 
the browser (See figure 100 element 107 and col. 4, lines 52-56). 

20. Claims 56 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al and Dialog, in view of Bixler et al and further in view Payne et al (U.S. Patent No. 
5,715,314). 

As per claim 56, the combination of Van Hoff, Dialog and Bixler et al discloses 
the limitations of claim 56 in the rejection of claim 48 above. Neither Van Hoff et al or 
Bixler discloses wherein a secure purchase transaction is effectuated through said client 
computer at the user's request. Payne et al on the other hand, discloses a network sale 
that allows a user to make a purchase transaction at a merchant "advertiser" (col. 5, lines 
26-56). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Bixler et al to 
include a secure purchase transaction in the same conventional manner as disclosed by 
Payne et al. One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to use such 
modification because it would allow a user to purchase a desired advertised products 
from an advertiser. 

21 . Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al, Dialog in view of Bixler et al as applied to claim 48 above and further in view of 
Taylor " Creating Cobol Web Pages with HTML". 

As per claim 50, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Bixler et al does 
not explicitly disclose a communications button for establishing communication between 
the user and a sales agent, said communications button displayed by the adverting 
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software to the user, and wherein communications are established between the sales agent 
and the user at the user's request when the user selects the communications button. 
Taylor on the other hand, discloses a web page comprising of a feedback button for 
communicating with a sponsor/sale agent (See Page 219). It would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to modify the 
advertising system of Van Hoff et al, Dialog, and Bixler et al to include the web page 
comprising a button to contact a sales agent/sponsor in the same conventional manner as 
disclosed by Taylor. A person having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to use such modification in order to allow a merchant to earn money for products being 
advertised. 

22. Claim 59 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al, Dialog in view of Bixler et al as applied to claim 48 above and further in view of 
Barnett et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,336,099). 

As per claim 59, the combination of Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Bixler et al does 
not explicitly disclose an electronic coupon that may be selected by the user, wherein said 
electronic coupon is stored on said client computer. Barnett et al on the other hand, 
discloses the idea of a user selecting an electronic coupon and storing the electronic 
coupon on the user's computer (col. 7, lines 12-21 and col. 8, lines 23-33). It would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the teachings of Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Bixlef et al to include an electronic coupon 
selected by a user and storing the electronic coupon on the user's computer. One having 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to so because it would provide 
incentives to the user to purchase an advertised product. 
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23. Claim 60 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoff 
et al, Dialog in view of Bixler et al and further in view of Taylor " Creating Cobol Web 
Pages with HTML". 

As per claim 60, Van Hoff et al, Dialog discloses the limitations of claim 60 in the 
rejection of claim 48 above. Neither Van off et al or Bixler et al explicitly a displayed 
home page button and selecting the home page button to display a page by the browser 
software, wherein the page includes information pertaining to the sponsor of the 
advertisement that was displayed to the user at the time the user selected the home page 
button. Taylor on the other hand, discloses a web page comprising of a home page and 
the user having the capability to select a sponsor on the page. (See Page 218). It would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to modify the advertising system of Van Hoff et al, Dialog and Bixler et al to 
include a home page and select a page from the home page in the same conventional 
manner as taught by Taylor. A person having ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to use such a modification in order to create a shortcut for the user to go back 
to the first page. 

Conclusion 

24. 7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Murphy (Wo93 19427) discloses an interactive advertising system for 
displaying advertising information to a remote terminals. 



Application/Control Number: 08/691 ,900 Page 24 

Art Unit: 3623 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Romain Jeanty whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6732. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs 7:30 am - 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq R Hafiz can be reached on (571) 272-6729. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 




March 21, 2005 



